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New York T^mes Sunday s ook Review 
Times Scuate, New York. 



^ear ^ir, 

aV 

Jt has always be that the reviewer of his employer could say what he would, 
indulge any whim, prejudice, ignorance or hate and be unquestioned, ^me was 
when he might have to face a blade for so doing. Fortunately, for reviewers if 
not for truth, this time hss passed. 

Perhaps this is best. Freedom 8t the cost of license is better than mo 
freedom at all. 7/e do not all suffer the spleen of the critic. 

Hence I cannot challenge you to a duel with swords. But I can and I do 
chll&enge you to a test of your own ill-chosen words. 

T^is puts me in the unfortunate position of defene/in^/my competition, but 
that I will do. You found me without complaint when you introduced a new concept 
of reasoning, faulting my book "Whitewash” because it was ’’painstaking ” and 
"overwhelming” and saying nothing else about it -not even what it says. 

You fault my competitors for departing from the evidence; yet failed to 
mention that WHITEWASH comes exclusively from that evidence. I could go on and on. 
For example, you speak of the commission 1 s"alleged" shortcomings overtop of a 
picture showing two professional cameramen whose contemporaneous pictures are 
not m in evidence -not ^aven in the files - notjset aside for history. A s an 
exercise in the torturing of your <sw»4r not inconsiderable intellect, this review 
should earn you some kind of a ^pize. H is, really, quite depressing to find 
such naked prejudice, blind unreason and refusal to confront reality in your 
paper. It is entirely irresponsible. 

T 0 go further, no matter ^justly, would insult you. At that you would take 
offense, and those of us who have learnea to live with the unwarranted insults that 
are your stock in trade know the feeling too well to inflict it. 

The challenge I issue you is dual: a "trial" or a debate, with c ^omp'et ent 

(X, panel of lawyers to be selected by the ^knerican ^ivil "iberties Union to act 
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as jury. I t is the burden of your review' that the Commission’s "evidence" 
would have earned Oswald's fionfictlon. I declare that of the Commission’s 
evidence, what is in my book alone would have precluded this, agXMSdtHKXXhax 



i»^e3rte8feifeft2fi08*izS®»Mzb8Xaxb«a»z*fea&cgfz«B3ezfBSga8KX I am not a lawyer,- 
bS your reviewer is. I’ll accept this handicap. Should it embarrass him, I do 
not care who he or you elect instead. 

If you understood my book you realize it was not drafted with this in 
mind. Its 9 intent was not to defend Oswald, but to defend the rights of us all 
and the integrity of our society. Nonetheless, I accept the self-appointed task. 

Y ou will not. ^ou do not dare. Smug with the knowledge that you alone 
control what appears in your paper, you can get away with it and I am rendered 
impotent, if I do not elect to face your mighty wr 8 th. 

'.Vhy, then, do 1 take the time I do not have to write you a letter than 
cannot achieve its declared purpose? 

I have written others like it, and they are all unpublished. The reason is 
simple. Uhat is involved in my bo- do and to varying degrees in the others you 
assault simply because they exist is not poetry, not art or music, not novels. 

Tt is the senctity of our society, which failed. Under our concept of goa rnment 
it is your function to lead the way in the rectification of the failure, of the 
evil that follows it. You abdicated instead, unthinking, afraid and in the 
genuine sense, un-American. 

The purpose of this letter is to provide you a mirror. 
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